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The front page of trade daily The Hollywood Reporter for June 2, 1933 contained the 
customary mixture of industry comings and goings, casting and production updates, 
RSHGDQGDFWXDOQHZV7KH³7UDGHYLHZV´FROXPQDVXVXDOZULWWHQE\WKHReporter¶V
RZQHUDQGHGLWRULQFKLHI:5³%LOO\´:LONHUVRQKHUHLQtroduced the inauguration 
RIDQHZVHUYLFHIRUKLVUHDGHUVDFROXPQ³5HYLHZLQJ7KH)DQ0DJV´WKDWZRXOG
begin in the issue. 
 
³5HYLHZLQJ7KH)DQ0DJV´DSSHDUHGWLPHVRYHUWKHQH[WPRQWKVHYHQWXDOO\
surveying 145 issues of various fan periodicals, including Movie Mirror, Modern 
Screen, New Movie, Hollywood Movie Novels, Silver Screen, Screenland and 
Photoplay³5HYLHZLQJ´WKHQFHDVHGDVVXGGHQO\DVLWKDGEHJXQWKLVWLPHZLWKRXW





Back in June 1933, when the column started, Wilkerson had affirmed the importance 
of overseeing the work of the movie mags: 
 
 Motion pictures need fan magazines. They are great box-office builders, 
 exceptional star builders, are of great help in selling the picture business, as a 
 2 
 ZKROHWRWKHSXEOLF>«7@KHEHWWHUWKH\DUHGHYLVHGIRUIDQFRQVXPSWLRQWKH
 greater the help to the industry2.  
 




 printing must be injurious in the minds of decent people, both to the stars and 
 to the pictures in which they appear.3 
 
What had happened in that year, to make Wilkerson decide to abandon the coverage 
of the movie magazine contents, and ostensibly reverse his views about their utility? 
7KLVDUWLFOHILUVWO\H[DPLQHVWKHFRQWH[WVFRQWHQWVDQGVW\OHRIWKH³5HYLHZLQJWKH
)DQ0DJV´VHFWLRQEHIRUHPRYLQJWRFRQVLGHUWKH circumstances around its 
cancellation. In doing so it aims, firstly, to acknowledge the column as a fascinating 
resource for the film history scholar, by underlining the wide range of information ± 
and topical assumptions - that the section reveals about contemporaneous movie 
magazines, as well as about the connections of such publications to the trades, 
studios, stars and fans. It then secondly seeks to shed light not only on this, somewhat 
incongruous, twelve-month foray of the business-minded trade paper into the fan 
magazines¶JLGGLHUZRUOGRIFHOHEULW\ORYHDIIDLUVIDVKLRQDQGJRVVLSEXWDOVRRQWKH
topical perception of what fan magazines were meant to do and be, against a backdrop 






Trades vs Fans   
The Hollywood Reporter was founded in September 1930, and from its inception 
GHGLFDWHGLWVHOIWRGHOLYHULQJ³7RGD\¶V)LOP1HZV7RGD\´DVLWVVWUDSOLQHSXWLW7KLV
meant relaying information about business deals, new film castings, studio contracts 
newly signed or cancelled, and, sometimes, exhibition reports, detailing which picture 
was opening at or moving to a particular theatre. In addition there was always room 
IRU:LONHUVRQ¶VRSLQLRQFROXPQJRVVLSIURPWKHRambling Reporter, and regular 
updates from adjunct entertainment areas, the legitimate stage and radio.4  
 
While Hollywood largely accepted the new trade paper, it was not universally 
welcomed: the editors of its venerable New York rival, Variety, were first piqued at 
WKHQHZWUDGH¶VHQFURDFKPHQWRQZKDWKDGEHHQWKHLr territory, and then outraged that 
the Reporter seemed to be stealing their actual copy. In late December 1931 the New 
<RUNZHHNO\VXHG:LONHUVRQ¶VSDSHUIRU³QHZVOLIWLQJ´DOOHJLQJWKHReporter¶V
operative in New York wired Variety¶V+ROO\ZRRGQHZVWRhis own office in Los 
Angeles). Exploiting the inevitable delays inherent in Variety¶VZHHNO\SXEOLFDWLRQ
schedule, the Reporter was scooping its rival simply by printing its findings on a daily 
basis.5 Writing in 1961, journalist Ezra Goodman noted that Variety¶VQH[WPRYH³WR
combat the upstart Hollywood Reporter´6 was to start a rival publication, Daily 
Variety.    
 
Interestingly, Daily Variety began publishing in Los Angeles in September 1933; it is 
possible, then, that one of the impetuses prompting Wilkerson to begin to survey the 
fan publications each month in his trade from June that year was the desire for 
product differentiation, giving readers something extra to retain their loyalty ahead of 
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its older rival introducing a West Coast version. Certainly this would help explain 
why, given The Hollywood Reporter¶VUHPLWWRFRYHUDVHQXPHUDWHGDERYHDOOWKH
important elements of the movie business in Hollywood, Wilkerson now turned his 
attention to the contents of far more frivolous fan publications, part of a print business 
run largely from New York. Indeed, his initial decision to devote space to the 
activities of the fan magazines might be more surprising than that this focus should be 
short-lived.  
 
Furthermore, in paying serious and positive attention to the fan publications, The 
Hollywood Reporter was going against trade journal practice: Variety, Film Daily, 
Motion Picture Herald et al generally treated the fan mags with a high degree of scorn 
for their diet of star-focussed gossip. For example, in 1930 Variety had commented on 
WKHPDJD]LQHV¶LQFUHDVLQJWHQGHQF\RISULQWLQJSKRWRJUDSKVRI³JDPV´DQG³XQGLHV´
and noted that this habit was worrying studios, since it frequently misrepresented the 
films ostensibly being promoted, which were not nearly DV³SHSSHU\´DVWKH\ZHUH
thus made to seem7. The newspaper further denounced the veracity of the stories in 
VXFKPDJD]LQHVFDOOLQJWKHZULWHUVZKRKHUDOGHGGLYRUFHVDV³WKHZRUOG¶VULVNLHVW
SURSKHWVEHFDXVHWKHLUSURSKHFLHVDUHLQSULQW´8 Meanwhile Film Daily sought to 
praise the editor of New Movie because he, unlike all the others in charge of such 
SHULRGLFDOVKDGVKRZQ³DIDQPDJUHDOO\can DPRXQWWRVRPHWKLQ¶´9  
 
%XW:LONHUVRQVDZERWKLQGXVWULHVDVLQH[WULFDEO\OLQNHGZLWKWKHSHULRGLFDOV¶IDWH
both running parallel to and also potentially affecting that of film products. Eight days 
EHIRUHWKHODXQFKRIWKHQHZIDQPDJD]LQHUHYLHZ³VHUYLFH´The Hollywood 
ReporteU¶Vmain headline had demonstrated this intertwining:  
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 BIG FAN MAGAZINE DROP 
 Subscription and Newsstand Sales Flop Like Film Grosses.  
 Modern Screen New Leader10  
 
While the headline story itself, conversely, sought to ameliorate the significance of 
the magazine subscription/movie attendance link ± ³1RWWKDWWKH\JRKDQGLQKDQGWR
WRRJUHDWDQH[WHQW´11 ± and the full article went on to give, and to consider, the new 
subscription figures for fourteen movie publications instead of focussing on the 
paralleOLQGXVWULHV:LONHUVRQ¶VRZQ³7UDGHYLHZV´FRPPHQWHGPRUHIXOO\RQWKLV
angle of the story. The column firmly asserted the connection between ticket and 
magazine sales once more: 
 
 The astonishing drop in the circulation of fan magazines may be attributed to 
 the same drop in ticket sales in the picture business and for the same reason ± 
 LACK OF SHOWMANSHIP.12  
 
In discussing the decline in both ticket sales and movie magazines, Wilkerson 
asserted that the decline was not attributable to the Depression13, but had resulted 




belief, again, in the intertwined fates of the movie and magazine businesses: 
 
 6 
 We call attention to the above simply because fan magazines are a big part of 
 the picture business: they sell a lot of tickets, they are one of the greatest 
 assets in the dissemination of information ± good and bad ± if they will only 
 disseminate it. 15 
 
7KH³7UDGHYLHZV´FRPPHQWRQPDJD]LQHV¶UROHLQWLFNHWVHOOLQJLVDVWUDLJKWIRUZDUG
one, but the observation about information dissemination needs to be put in context. 
By June 1933 the Hollywood trade journals, The Hollywood Reporter itself, as well as 
Variety, Motion Picture Herald, Film Daily and even monthlies like American 
Cinematographer, had been attacking the fan magazines for about a year around two 
PDLQFULWLFDOSRLQWVWKHIDQV¶ZD\ZDUGWUHDWPHQWRIILOPUHYLHZVDQGWKHLU
introduction of increasingly sensationalist material.   
 
The trade writers bitterly complained about the magD]LQHV¶ILOPUHYLHZLQJVW\OH
which tended to give away plot details, putting off audiences via spoilers, either about 
the story or, at times, more technical secrets. For example, two exhibitors wrote to 
Motion Picture Herald to protest about fan magazines¶VWRULHVGHWDLOLQJKRZWKH
monsters in King Kong (1933) had been made and filmed:  
 
 Fan magazines are doing more to wreck the show business than any other 
 WKLQJ,NQRZRI>«@6HYHUDORIP\SDWURQVWROGPHWKH\GLGQ¶WFDUHWRVHHWKLV







Even more provoking, the trades insisted, wDVWKHIDQPDJD]LQHV¶SHQFKDQWIRU
printing reviews that had clearly been written before, or even entirely without, the 
reviewer seeing the film18. The trade press sarcastically reported incidents where 
actors praised by the fan mags were not even in the film in question. This practice 
does indeed seem to have been widespread, but was perhaps not as topical as trade 
writers believed; for example, two years before, the Screenland review of The Bat 
Whispers LQSUDLVHG=DVX3LWWV³JUDQGDVXVXDO´GHVSLWH the actor not being in 
the cast.19 
 
Variety reporters in particular also deplored what they saw as a new accent on the 
scandalous appearing in the fan magazines from 1930 onwards, reporting on the 
PRYLHPDJD]LQHV¶PXFN-raking as if it were a brand new aspect of fan magazine style. 
However, a quick survey of the history of the fans indicates this was not the case20. 
 
The first fan publication, Motion Picture Story Magazine, was launched in February 
1911; as its title indicates, it set out to retell the narratives of the latest motion 
pictures, illustrated with stills from the films. By the end of same year another 
publication had begun in direct competition to Motion Picture Story Magazine, 
Photoplay. Motion Picture Classic was launched in 1915, and within a very short 
time, movie magazines proliferated, until, as Anthony Slide notes, by the 1920s there 
were around twenty major fan publications on offer every month at American 
newsstands,21 along with more minor monthlies, weeklies and quarterlies. Standard 
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contents in these early years included, besides the novelizations, photos of the actors, 
drawings, poems, interviews, contests, letters to the editor, and debates. Although ³WKH
SOD\HUV´ZHUHPHQWLRQHG in the earlier issues, from 1914 onwards they became the 
main focus; public interest can be judged by the amount of pages given over to 
questions about actors posed in the Motion Picture22 UHDGHUV¶LQTXLU\VHFWLRQ
pages in the August 1914 issue, as opposed to 26 for the novelizations. Within three 
years of its inception as an adjunct to movie narrativesWKHQWKHPDJD]LQH¶V
emphasis was already equally shared with movie performers.  
 
Around this date23 the covers changed too, abandoning the previous policy of 
featuring a photograph from one of the films featured inside, and regularizing placing 
much more emphasis on the single person portrait, which had occasionally been 
assayed before.24 7KLVFKLPHVZLWK5LFKDUGGH&RUGRYD¶V25 findings about the shift 
EHWZHHQWKH³3LFWXUH3HUVRQDOLW\´DQG³WKH6WDU´ZLWKEHLQJWKHNH\GDWHIRUWKH
emergence of the latter figure, and it also indicates how the intensity of movie 
magazine interest contributed to this transition. The two founding fan magazines 
experimented with different cover formats, with Photoplay trialling announcements of 
contents as early as November 1913, although this was not regularly picked up until 
the end of the following year. Motion Picture tested this out too, with the July 1915 
FRYHUKLJKOLJKWLQJFRQWULEXWRUVDVZHOODVFRQWHQWVLQFOXGLQJ³$&KDSOLQ)HDWXUH´
that chimed with the three separate images of the star under the masthead.  
 
Despite these experiments, until around 1920 the covers of the main contenders 
consistently showed a painted portrait of one, generally female, star, with little and 
infrequent copy. Photoplay finally began consistently to trail lead articles in June 
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ZKHQLWDGYHUWLVHGLWVVHULHVRI³&RQIHVVLRQV2I«´DUWLFOHVEHJLQQLQJZLWK
Theda Bara. Screenland, which began publishing in 1920, obviously benefitted from 
the advances made by its longer running rivals, and was regularly using cover 
captions by the following year, when it also seems to have invented a device that was 
WREHFRPHDIDQPDJD]LQHVWDOZDUWWKHSRLQWHGTXHVWLRQ5LFKDUGGH&RUGRYD¶V
research has highlighted that Photoplay FDUHIXOO\DYRLGHGDQ\PHQWLRQRIWKH³)DWW\
$UEXFNOHDIIDLU´LQ26 The editors of Screenland, however, evinced no such 
UHVWUDLQWODXQFKLQJWKHLQWHUURJDWLYHWURSHRQWKHPDJD]LQH¶V'HFHPEHULVVXH
FRYHUZLWKWKHRXWUDJHRXV³,V9LUJLQLD5DSSH6WLOO$OLYH"7KH0RVW$PD]LQJ
Message Ever Published ± 3DJH´ 
 
These titles indicate that salacious headlines were not new to the fan magazines when 
the trades began to complain about them in the early 1930s. Although the trade papers 
perceived material was becoming more risqué - ³)DQ0DJV*HW1DVW\)RU6DOHV´27 ± 
there had actually been no shortage in sensational headlines in the mid-late 1920s 
across most of the major magazines.  
 
&RQIRUPLQJWRGH&RUGRYD¶VVXJJHVWLRQWKDW³VFDQGDO´EHFDPHWKHGRPLQDQWPRGHIRU
the discourse on stars from 1920 onwards28, the fan magazine covers began to proffer 
suggestive text in the Twenties. A decade before Wilkerson would insist that fan 
PDJD]LQHVZHUHWKHUHWR³VHOO+ROO\ZRRG´Screenland, Photoplay, and Motion 
Picture were proving the opposite, as these publications regularly gave cover space to 
advertising articles implying romantic relationships in Hollywood were conducted for 
mercenary reasons,29 or doomed to fail.30 Such pieces did not, then, originate in the 




broke other taboos by raising questions about career viability or reimbursement. This 
kind of article does seem to have originated in the Thirties, and was just as potentially 
upsetting to Hollywood myths - perhaps even more so. By calling intRTXHVWLRQVWDUV¶
VXVWDLQDELOLW\³,V*DUER7KURXJK"´Modern Screen 0DUFK³,V'LHWULFK
7KURXJK"´Photoplay -DQXDU\³,V.DWKDULQH+HSEXUQ$0RYLH%XEEOH"´
Screenland September 1933), the fan magazines were at odds with studio rhetoric that 
ineYLWDEO\GHFODUHGHDFKQHZYHKLFOHDSHUIRUPHU¶VFDUHHUEHVW$QGDIXUWKHUNLQGRI
compact seem broken by the blunt question on the cover of Screenland¶V$XJXVW
issue - ³$UH7KH6WDUV2YHUSDLG"´± especially given, as will be seen below, the 
topical turmoil in the industry. 
 
Despite this evidence for sensationalist material in the fan magazines being familiar 
fare long before, reporters for the trades in the early 1930s regularly deplored what 
they saw as a new accent being placed on the scandalous as the direct result of a 
circulation war amongst the fan periodicals, brought about by the arrival on the scene 
of cheaper, ten cent, magazines.32 The trade reporters opined that the internecine 
fighting arising from competition, had created a new demand for candid, unstaged, 
photographs ± ones that frequently showed stars in unattractive ways, rather than 
posed pictures33 -accompanied by a concomitant increase in sensationalist reporting.34   
 
Given this negative stance towards the fan magazines, overt statements in praise of 
VXFKSHULRGLFDOVEHIRUH:LONHUVRQ¶V0D\LQWHUYHQWLRQZHUHPXFKUDUHUDQG
significantly more likely to appear in advertising rather than editorial sections, 
meaning that they represented the view of the studios, who paid for the space, rather 
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than editorial staff. Two one-page ads run in Motion Picture Herald for MGM 
provide typical examples. The first, an advertisement for two Jean Harlow pictures, 
FRPPHQWHGDERXWWKHIDQPDJD]LQHVWKDW³WKH\¶UHDJRRGEDURPHWHURISRSXODULW\´35 
while the second - ironically, given the simultaneous critique elsewhere in the trades 




In asserting, then, that the fan magazines were adept at getting movie information out 
to audience members, and this could be good for business, Wilkerson was adopting 




 FAN magazines have played such an important part in the building of this 
 business and will continue to influence many of their readers one way or the 
 other on pictures, the personalities in them, etc., that in future the Hollywood 
 Reporter will review the activities of these publications singly and in group, 
 just as fast as their issues are made available.37 
 
:LONHUVRQ¶VFROXPQIurther noted that the new reviewing service would concentrate 
RQWZRPDLQSRLQWVZLWKLQWKHPDJD]LQHVVHHNLQJILUVWO\³WRJLYHRXUUHDGHUVDEULHI
RXWOLQHRIWKHHQWLUHFRQWHQWVRIHDFKPDJD]LQH´38 Wilkerson seemed here to be 
tapping into the contemporaneRXVDZDUHQHVVRIWKHPDJD]LQHV¶IRFXVRQRYHUO\
fulsome or erroneous film reviews, and on sensational star stories. Flagging up 
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instances of these infractions to Reporter readers would then be a service, as it would 
alert them to negative publicity, perhaps allowing remedial measures to be taken.  
 
It is not so easy, however, to see the utility of the second element that Wilkerson 
assured would be checked in the magazines surveyed each time. This is the issue of 
µIUHHVSDFH¶ZKLFKWKH³7UDGHYLHZ´FROXPQH[plained thus: 
 
 Naturally there is a fight on by the publicity departments of all the studios for 
 space, volume and position in fan magazines, for interviews for their stars, for 
 favourable notices on their activities, and on the finished pictures. This space 
 is free and, because of it, there is a fight to secure as much as possible. 
 >«:@HZLOODOVRPHDVXUHXSWKHIUHHVSDFHJLYHQWRHDFKVWXGLRLQWKHKRSH
 of stirring up a little more fight on the part of the publicity staff to crash 
 through with more and better space.39 
 
This paragraph provides interesting information for scholars interested in both film 
and in periodicals. Leafing through a movie magazine, one tends to notice the most 
eye-catching film advertisements, fashions or star profiles, but this statement from 
³7UDGHYLHZV´GHPDQGVWKDWall space inside a magazine be re-evaluated. There was 
paid space ± what the studios purchased to announce a new film, or manufacturers 




To learn that this free space was planned out and allotted not because of particular 
interest in this or that star, film or issue by a writer or editor, but often because this or 
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that studio had supplied compelling or copious enough copy, overturns many 
assumptions about such publications. Confirming this to his readers ± industry 
insiders who presumably knew how the magazines derived their copy ± Wilkerson 
then undertook to reveal which studios had the most effective publicity agents, adept 
at getting their films and stars into the magazines through providing the material ± 
either pictorial or textual - for interesting stories to be written around them.  
 
True to his word, Wilkerson ensured that, from its first appearance, nearly every 
VHFWLRQRI³5HYLHZLQJ 7KH)DQ0DJV´GLGFKDUWWKHDOORWPHQWRIWKLV³IUHHVSDFH´WR
the various studios.40 The inaugurating section looked at three magazines, covering 
the July 1933 issues of Picture Play, Screenland and Screen Book.41 By its 
measurements, MGM was the studio that received the most free space in each of 
these, beating its nearest rival for square inches generally by about a third, but in 
Screenland being granted half as much again (1060 square inches) as the next studio, 
Paramount (580 square inches). Further research would be necessary to ascertain how 
the measurements were worked out, and whether both photographs and text counted, 
EXWLQGUDZLQJDWWHQWLRQWRWKHLPSRUWDQFHRI³VSDFHYROXPHDQGSRVLWLRQ´WKH-XQH
³7UDGHYLHZV´FROXPQXQGHUOLQHGWKHLPSRUWDQFHRI analysing the placement of items 









longest, with mentions made of the best and any bad pieces, and an overall comment 
on the quality of the particular issue. Articles were frequently mentioned by title, 
and/or authors were mentioned on topics, and/or stars featured were listed. In this way 
the reader was given a quick but fairly full account of what was in each issue with 
ZKLFK³5HYLHZLQJ´GHDOW 
 
As noted, the amount and range of data provided by the yeaU¶VZRUWKRI³5HYLHZLQJ´
material provides an exciting resource for movie magazine, and film, scholars. The 
template followed by the column each time provides a large amount of information 
that can be used in various ways. For example, the lists of the cover star indicate one 
form of contemporaneous popularity that can be checked against others, such as 
4XLJOH\¶V7RS7HQ0RQH\PDNLQJ6WDUVRU$FDGHP\$ZDUGZLQQHUVLQRUGHUWR
complicate ideas about early 1930s celebrity. For example, it is no surprise to find 
stars such as Joan Crawford and Jean Harlow on the front covers of the magazines, 
EXWWKH\HDU¶VZRUWKRIGDWDDOVRUHYHDOVWKLVSURPLQHQFHEHLQJDIIRUGHGWR/LOOLDQ
Bond, Frances Dee, Sally Eilers, and Pert Kelton, names not nearly so well known 
now. Furthermore, while Harlow and Mae West remain associated with the Thirties 
and would seem dominant stars of that period, it is perhaps unexpected to find 
Katharine Hepburn to be the star who features on the most covers: eleven across the 
entire year of the survey. West and Harlow had nine and six covers, respectively. 
Although Hepburn may now be more associated with films of the 1940s42, it is an 
important corrective to find her possessing such star power in 1933-34, even if not all 
the material printed on her inside the magazines was entirely positive.43  
 
)XUWKHUPRUHIROORZLQJXSRQWKH³IUHHVSDFH´QRWLRQLWZRXOGEHLQWHUHVWLQJWR
research whether there were a correlation between square inches freely given and 
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space paid for by studios, which might mean a quid pro quo system operated, or if 
there were suggestions of understandings between specific magazines and studios that 
might explain why some seemed favoured over others. Anthony Slide suggests this 
might have been the case in noting that Katharine Albert had been a feature writer at 
MGM before joining the ranks of fan magazine writers, and that her bias was usually 
towards reporting on stars from that studio.44 
 
Stories swell ± and not so swell 
 
Besides this type of interesting but largely neutral data, most of the text of 
³5HYLHZLQJ7KH)DQ0DJV´ZDVGHYRWHGWRVXEMHFWLYHSRLQWVVXFKDVEHVWDQGZRUVW
pieces. Commentary on the issues reviewed awarded both criticism and plaudits in 
about equal measure, throughout the entire year of its publication: this is significant, 
EHFDXVHLWFRXQWHUV:LONHUVRQ¶VODWHUFODLPWKDWKHHQGHGWKHVHFWLRQEHFDXVHRID
decline in the standard of magazine articles.  
 
Before moving to examine the more subjective writing, I must acknowledge that the 
DXWKRURIWKH³5HYLHZLQJ´FROXPQZDVDQRQ\PRXV6LQFH³5HYLHZLQJ´VHHPVWRKDYH
a coherent voice, lacking evidence to the contrary I am assuming a single author and 
referring to her/him.45 
 
The Reviewer always seemed happy to point out individual items in the magazines 
that were welOGRQHVKHRIWHQSUDLVHGSLHFHVWKDWZHUHDPXVLQJ³(OL]DEHWK:LOVRQ
µ7KHLU%HDFK%HKDYLRU¶LVORWVRIIXQ´46ZHOOZULWWHQ³DILQHFOHYHUFKDUDFWHUVWXG\
RI0D[%DHU´47) or well handled  - Leslie Howard was deemed to have been 
³LQWHUYLHZHGLQWHOOLJHQWO\´E\-XO\¶VPicture Play.48  
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Seeming acutely aware of a Platonic Ideal of a fan magazine article, The Reviewer 
always signalled when a specific issue approached its achievement: Elizabeth Wilson, 
journalist for Silver Screen, often received commendation, and one piece by her was 
KDLOHGDV³DVZHOOH[DPSOHRIJRRGIDQPDJD]LQHZULWLQJ´49 Similarly, a story on 
Charles Laughton in Motion Picture IRU-DQXDU\ZDVJLYHQKLJKSUDLVHDV³RQH
of the best yarns ever published in a fan magazine or any otKHUW\SHRIPDJD]LQH´50 
 
But on occasion praise was also awarded to entire issues: 




 Movie Mirror, the only film magazine edited from Hollywood, warrants the 
 experiment. The April number is swell. Good stories, good writing, good 
 make-up.52 
 
While instances like this, of entire issues celebrated for hitting the mark, were more 
rare, their identification seems important, as such publications could be taken as 
exemplars of what the fan magazine could be, and be for: 
 
 There is not a word in the August issue of Modern Screen that is not 
 LQWHUHVWLQJWLPHO\DQGZHOOZULWWHQ>«@7KHLQWHUYLHZHUVDUHKRQHVWWKe 
 articles intelligent, and the atmosphere of the whole magazine is a fine 
 example of what the fan mags should strive after in order to sell Hollywood 
 and pictures and personalities to the public.53  
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This comment toes the Wilkerson line about the fan PDJD]LQHV¶UHDVRQIRUH[LVWHQFH
WKHODVWSKUDVHFOHDUO\HFKRLQJKLVFRPPHQWLQWKH³7UDGHYLHZV´SLHFHDQQRXQFLQJWKH
5HYLHZLQJFROXPQWKDWPRYLHPDJV³DUHJUHDWER[-office builders, exceptional star 
builders, are of great help in selling the picture busiQHVV´54 
 
However, if promoting Hollywood and its stars was seen as the point of the 
magazines, and evidence of dedication within articles to doing so was what was 
VLQJOHGRXWIRUSUDLVHZDVLWWKHRSSRVLWHWKDWDWWUDFWHGWKH5HYLHZHU¶VQHJDWLYH
comments? Although, as noted above, the allotment of praise and blame was roughly 
HTXDOLQWKH5HYLHZLQJVHFWLRQLWZDVQRWWKHLWHPVWKDW³VROG+ROO\ZRRG´WKDWJRW
the column cancelled, so an examination of the types of criticism it dispensed now 
follows. 
 
Most of the negative comments on issues were quite mild. Sometimes a specific story 
was criticised for bringing down the quality of the overall issue: one article in an 
³DUUD\RIJRRGZULWLQJDQGSHUWLQHQWVWRULHV´ZDVVDLGLWVHOIWREH³QHLWKHUJRRG
writing nor SHUWLQHQW´55. Another piece with a scorching headline and tame copy was 
skewered for its use of the bait-and-VZLWFK³WKHVWRU\LWVHOIKDVQRWKLQJZKDWHYHUWR
GRZLWKHLWKHUWLWOHRUVXEWLWOH´SURQRXQFHGWKH5HYLHZHURIWKHSURPLVLQJ-sounding 
but actually LQVLSLG³/RVW± WKH*DEOH:DOORS´56  
 
The standard criticism was that an item, or worse, entire issue, was boring, only 
recycling copy seen many times before. Screenbook¶V$XJXVWLVVXHZDV
GLVPLVVHGDV³VOLJKWO\GURZV\´57 while Modern Screen for July 1933, merely 
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UHIOHFWLQJPDJEXVLQHVVDVXVXDOZDV³VRPQROHQWO\UHPLQLVFHQW´58 Magazine 
pretensions to unusual or exclusive articles were on occasion summarily dismissed: 
  
 7KHµRXWVWDQGLQJIHDWXUHV¶RI-XO\¶V6KDGRSOD\GRQRWRXWVWDQGYHU\PXFK
 They recline rather lazily on very conventional and tried formulae and succeed 
 unusually well in being just usual.59 
 
Again, whole issues could be condemned, but this seems to be incited by 
uninteresting, rather than too interesting, scandalous, copy. The magazine Movies 
came in for frequent censure, with the Sept-2FWLVVXHGLVPLVVHGDV´DSUHWW\WKLQ
little magazine, with not much of interest in its pages. It seems to specialize mostly in 
SRUWUDLWV´60 7KH)HEUXDU\LVVXHZDVGHHPHGHYHQZRUVHDVLW³KDUGly comes 
under the head of fan magazines. It is cheap, inexcusably uninteresting and almost a 
WRWDOORVV«´61 Similarly, Picture Play IRU'HFHPEHUZDVIRXQG³SUHWW\
FRORUOHVV´62 while Screen Play WKHVDPHPRQWK³WDNHVDQRVHGLYHZLWKSUDFWLFDOO\
nothLQJLQLWWRNHHSLWIURPGURZQLQJ´LWKDG³DORWRIVWRULHV´EXWWKHVHZHUH³DOOD
WULIOHGXOOXQIRUWXQDWHO\´63 Not one of the issues reviewed was condemned for 
containing too much suggestive material, an important point to remember, given 
:LONHUVRQ¶VFomments on issue quality at the time the column was terminated. 
 
Interestingly, the harshest criticism directed at items in the magazines judged sub-par 
ZDVWKDWWKH\ODFNHGRUZHUHLQEDG³WDVWH´7KHFRQFHSWRI³WDVWH´ZDVDV*LOEHUW
Seldes underlined in 1924,64 LQWLPDWHO\FRQQHFWHGZLWKFODVVDQGWKH5HYLHZHU¶V
understanding of the categories of good and bad taste, seemingly instinctive, bear this 
out, being closely allied to notions of etiquette. The contemporaneous conduct 
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authority was Emily Post, who pronounced on this topic in her syndicated newspaper 
FROXPQVDQGLQKHUIUHTXHQWO\UHSULQWHG³EOXHERRNV´IURPWKHILUVWSULQWLQJLQ
onwards. While the 1934 edition of Etiquette FRQWDLQVDQH[SOLFLWVHFWLRQRQ³7KH
Growth of Good Taste In America´65 material there was more devoted to defining the 
accoutrements of a well-appointed and gracious home than a discussion of conduct. 




people in polite society.66 It is clear that dicta from tKLVVXFKDV³$JHQWOHPDQQHYHU
GLVFXVVHVKLVIDPLO\DIIDLUVHLWKHULQSXEOLFRUZLWKDFTXDLQWDQFHV´67 DQG³7KHERUQ
JHQWOHPDQDYRLGVWKHPHQWLRQVRIQDPHV´68 did not inhabit the same social space as 
the fan magazines, which contravened both rules, and that therefore such 
SXEOLFDWLRQV¶FRQVWDQWFDWDORJXLQJRIWKHIDPRXVDQGWKHLULQWLPDWHDIIDLUVZRXOG
always seem jarring to gentlefolk. The Reviewer, a trade journalist for The Hollywood 
Reporter, obviously inhabited the Los Angeles mediascape anno 1933, and would 
have been familiar with the format, style and preoccupations of fan magazines, movie 
culture and indeed the trade press too, but at times, when s/he invoked good taste as a 
reason why a topic should have been avoided, the assumptions driving the censure 
seemed to derive more from the well-ordered world of Emily Post rather than the 
KHFWLFQHZVURRPRI³%LOO\´:LONHUVRQ69.  
 
It should be stressed again that by far the highest number of articles receiving 
FULWLFLVPLQWKH³5HYLHZLQJ´FROXPQZHUHFHQVXUHG for being disappointingly dull to 
the reader, rather than trespassing on taste grounds; this article now moves to 




7KH³5HYLHZLQJ´FROXPQ¶VDWWHQWLRQWRSLHFHVLQSoor taste was sustained over the 
entire period of its publication: the first issue so condemned was reviewed in the third 
appearance of the section on June 8, 1933, and the last occurred in its final outing 
almost exactly a year later, on June 6, 1934. Overall, there were seven pieces 
GHQRXQFHGIRUWDVWHOHVVQHVVDPRQJVWWKHLVVXHVUHYLHZHGLQ³5HYLHZLQJ¶V´\HDU
of operation, and these were distributed amongst both high and lower selling titles70 
(Motion Picture, Photoplay, Screen Play, Picture Play and Movie Mirror had one 
each, while only Modern Screen was deemed guilty of this lapse twice.) A closer look 
at a few of the articles that earned the tasteless tag may indicate common factors in 
them, and reveal what the authors were doing that was deemed reprehensible.  
 
7KHILUVWRFFXUUHQFHRIWKLVNLQGRIFULWLFLVPFDPHLQRQO\WKHVHFRQGRIWKHFROXPQ¶V
appearances, in the review for the July issue of Motion Picture. Referring to the 
article on the supposed feud between actor Lilyan Tashman and columnist Hedda 
+RSSHURYHUHDFKRWKHU¶VFODLPWREHWKHEHVW-dressed woman in Hollywood, the 
5HYLHZHUDVVHUWHGWKHSLHFH³/LOYV+HGGD± ZKDWDµEDWWOH¶´ZDV³WRRYLWULROLFWR
do either side any good, and its relative unimportance only adds to its bad taste71´ 
The most noticeable feature of the article was the bathetic style of its writing; the 
male author, John L Haddon, underlined the insignificance of the feud, and the 
women engaged in it, by couching it in martial language; at one point he compared 
the women¶VTXDUUHOWR³WKHIDUOHVVLPSRUWDQWFRQIOLFWLQ0DQFKXULD´72 Likening 
skirmishes over sartorial supremacy to the then-recent military campaign waged by 
Japan against China served to belittle both the women, and, perhaps Hollywood itself, 




from the July issue of Photoplay, about which the Reviewer sniffed: 
 
 Photoplay this month is guilty of one of the most beautiful examples of 
 pHUIHFWEDGWDVWHHYHUSHUSHWUDWHG«,WLVIRUWXQDWHKRZHYHUWKDWWKH
 unfunny malice of the thing is equalled by its vapidity73. 
 
Examination of the piece reveals the article was attempting to make something out of 
WKHIDPLOLDUMRNHVDERXW*UHWD*DUER¶VODUJHIHHWDQG-LPP\'XUDQWH¶VHTXDOO\RXWVL]H
nose. Rather unattractive marionettes were used to represent the two stars, and in the 
SOD\OHWSUHVHQWHG³)RRWLQJ-LPP\¶V%LOO´74, they fell in love when they realised her 
JLDQWIRRWZDVWKHVDPHVL]HDVKLV³VFKQR]]ROH´7KHSLHFHUHOLHGRQUHDGHU




Whether or not the playlet really was indulging in malice, rather than just 
SHUSHWXDWLQJDZRUQMRNHLWZDVQRWXQXVXDOLQPDNLQJFDSLWDORXWRI'XUDQWH¶V
features, at least. The Hollywood Reporter itself carried an advert for his film Palooka 
illustrated by a cartoon of the star with prominently drawn nasal appendage, the word 
µ&RORVVDO¶QH[WWRLWDQGWKHWDJOLQH³ZLWKD+($57$6%,*$6+,66&+12=´LQ
March 1934 ± ZLWKWKHDGYHUWVLWXDWHGULJKWQH[WWRD³5HYLHZLQJ7KH)DQ0DJV´
section.75 On WKLVRFFDVLRQWKH³EDGWDVWH´ODEHOZRXOGWKHUHIRUHVHHPWRKDYHEHHQD
personal judgement by the Reviewer rather than an opinion held by the publishers.  
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The same subjective response was also observable in the cases of other items that 





 For some rHDVRQWRXJKEUHDNVKDYHEHVHW&KDUOLH¶VOHDGLQJODGLHV
 Disappointments have overwhelmed them. Magnificent picture deals have 
 YDQLVKHG«)LQDQFLDOUHYHUVDOVKDYHSLOHGXS'HDWKKDVKRYHUHGQHDUDQG
 occasionally reached. Illness has scourged them. Their homes have been 
 robbed, their possessions stolen. And generally speaking their picture 
 careers have led to the squatty little studios on Poverty Row from which few 




IDUH"<RXPDNHWKHSUHGLFWLRQ´78 The bad taste of the article presumably inhered in 
the fact that few of the misadventures and accidents that had occurred to co-stars such 
DV(GQD3XUYLDQFHDQG0HUQD.HQQHG\FRXOGUHDOLVWLFDOO\EHODLGDW&KDSOLQ¶VGRRU
7KHDXWKRU¶VDLPVHHPVWRKDYHEHHQWRZULWHDSLHFHXQGHUPLQLQJ&KDSOLQEXW
evidence of actual bad behaviour was lacking and there was nothing to prove Chaplin 
was responsible for any of the problems sited. The piece needed therefore to be 
FRXFKHGLQDQDOOXVLYHWRQHWKDWZRUNHGWKURXJKLQQXHQGR3HUKDSVWKH³EDGWDVWH´WDJ
was therefore applied when the story or its tone was snide?  
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This supposition seems tREHERUQHRXWE\DQRWKHUSLHFHWKDWSURPSWHGWKH5HYLHZHU¶V
LUH³7KH6WUDQJH&DVHRI0LVV0RUOH\´E\-HDQQHGH.ROW\IURPWKH-DQXDU\
issue of Picture Play792IWKLVWKH5HYLHZHUUHPDUNHG´LILWLVQ¶WG\QDPLWHLWLV
FHUWDLQO\LQEDGWDVWH´80. De Kolty, announcing herself a former schoolfellow of the 
actor, penned a spiteful little piece, chiefly significant for its barbed tone and lack of 
actual material. Morley had recently had a baby and not appeared in studio publicity 
for a period. The journalLVWFKRVHWRLQWHUSUHWWKLVDVDQLQGLFDWLRQWKDW0RUOH\¶VVWDU
ZDVRQWKHZDQHDQGKHUFDUHHUSRWHQWLDOO\³IDGLQJUDSLGO\LQWR REOLYLRQ´81 While 
SUHWHQGLQJWRFDUHDERXWWKHDFWRU¶VZHOO-being, de Kolty managed to get in quite a 





 Unfortunately, Karen lacks the glamour of the Swedish star.82 
 
Though she assumed a familiar tone, calling the actor by her first name, de Kolty here 
XQGHUPLQHGERWK0RUOH\¶VFDUHHUPDQDJHPHQWDQGDWWUDFWLYHQHVV7KHSLHFHHQGHG
with another similar barb, ostensibly performing solicitude, actually gleefully gloomy 
at the seeming dip in popularity: 
 
 If the great silence of Miss Morley is truly due to ill health, she deserves 
 nothing but sympathy. However, those close to her agree that she would be 
 wise to explain her position if such is the case, for fans are notoriously fickle 
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 and do not like being ignored. Continued silence may prove disastrous to her 
 career. A dissatisfied public does not make box office receipts.83 
 
The piece confirms the idea that snide articles attracted the RHYLHZHU¶VFHQVXUH'H
.ROW\¶VWRQHDSHGFRQFHUQEXWKHUZRUGVXQGHUPLQHGWKLVif 0RUOH\ZHUHLOO«7KH
comment that the actor should engage again with the press to explain her silence 
prompts the question whether she had refused de Kolty an interview, and this 
malicious article, noticeable for literally being about not commenting, were the result.  
 
7KHILQDODUWLFOHWKDWHDUQHGWKH5HYLHZHU¶VGLVDSSURYDOWREHH[DPLQHGKHUHZDV
GLVPLVVHGIRULWV³JODULQJEDGWDVWH´84 and provided even more obvious grounds for 
condemnation. Unlike the Chaplin and Morley pieces, which resorted to sly 
LQVLQXDWLRQWRJHWWKHLUPHVVDJHDFURVV.DWKHULQH$OEHUW¶VDUWLFOHRQ-RDQ&UDZIRUG
³,¶P$7HUULEOH3HUVRQ´LQWKH$SULOLVVXHRIModern Screen, offended by not 
being aOOXVLYHHQRXJK,WODLGRXWLWVUHSRUWRIWKHVWDU¶VRVWHQVLEO\VHOI-avowed faults 
clumsily, without recourse to the hinting, sly style of the other items. 
 
The Crawford piece is the kind of article, not too uncommon, in which a star 
(allegedly) owns up to everyday normal faults. Such articles are probably intended to 
narrow the gap between ordinary/extraordinary that stars inhabit, and make them 
seem more like regular audience members and fans. Usually the article writer knows 
how to slant the piece so thaWDVWDU¶VFRQIHVVLRQRI³IDXOWV´FRPHVDFURVVDV
charming. Albert, however, seemed to have missed out on this lesson. Her article 
began with a rather disingenuous paragraph, the aim of which was to make the 
succeeding article seem all the more rare: 
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 ,¶Ye always known Joan Crawford was honest, but I never thought any picture 
 star would talk about her faults. I thought that old Hollywood idea that only 
 RQH¶VEHVWVLGHVKRXOGEHVKRZQWRWKHSXEOLFDQGWKDWYLUWXHVDORQHVKRXOGEH
 mentioned was so deeply planted that it could never be uprooted.85 
 
Albert was setting up the novelty of her article, neatly overlooking that such fault 
pieces were already a standard gambit of the fan magazine. Crawford herself had been 
PHQWLRQHGLQRQHVXFKSLHFH³$V7KH\6HH7KHPVHOYHV´LQWKH-XO\Picture 
Play,86 while Gloria Swanson, Bebe Daniels and Sylvia Sidney had owned up to their 
VKRUWFRPLQJVLQ³7KHLU0LOOLRQ'ROODU'HIHFWV´87 This appeared, however, to be the 
only time in the article that Albert took control of her material. The rest of the article 
was presented as direct quotes from Crawford, without any commentary from the 
journalist. Crawford aired her insecurities and then psychoanalyzed herself; 
commenting on her assumption that clever remarks were being made at her expense, 
VKHDGPRQLVKHGKHUVHOI³1RZWKDW¶VMXVWSODLQHJR´88 She used the language of 
WKHUDS\FRPPHQWLQJRQKHU³QHXURVLV´DQGGHWDLOLQJKHUDWWHPSWVWRZRUNWRZDUGV
understanding, and thus cessation, of her tics. Without the gloss of contextualization 
by Albert, however, the confessions seemed outlandish: 
 
 But one of my worst faults is cleanliness. Does that sound funny to you? Just 
 QRUPDOFOHDQOLQHVVLVILQHEXWIRUDFRXSOHRI\HDUV,¶YHEHHQQHXURWLF
 about it. Thank God, I now know what causes it ± something too personal to 
 tell ± and when we know about a thing we can at least try to do something to 




ever written. The crucial point in such articles, however, is that whatever this 
something is, it is always revealed, told to the reader. This Modern Screen piece never 
GLVFORVHGWKH³VRPHWKLQJ´$OEHUWPDGHDPLVWDNHE\QHLWKHUSURYLGLQJDQDQVZHUQRU
editing out the damaging phrases, with the result that Crawford seemed to be 
acknowledging some dire personal failing, perhaps even a sexual one. Leaving the 
secret secret both made it seem so much worse and went against movie magazine 
practice. In this article on Crawford, Albert seemed to have been totally unable to deal 
with the problems her ostensibly straightforward reporting caused, which made the 
star seem less approachably human than pathological. The Reviewer firmly laid the 
blame on the writer for this:  
 
 7KHIDXOWOLHVZLWK0LVV$OEHUWZKRSUREDEO\GLGQ¶WUHDOL]HWKDWWKLQJVLQ
 print sometimes are worse than the same things said.90 
 
The Reviewer thus acknowledged that the article flouted fan magazine custom: the 
Joan Crawford piece seems illustrative of a basic misunderstanding by the journalist 
of the rules of the game. 
 
,WVHHPVWKHQWKDWWKH³EDGWDVWH´FULWLFLVPZDVRIWHQXVHGZKHQDVWDUZDVEHLQJ
disparaged in a sly - or clumsy - manner. In the column of July 5,1933, decrying 
³$QRWKHURIWKRVH Jimmy Durante ± *UHWD*DUERXQIXQQLHV´WKH5HYLHZHUSURYLGHG





This quotation, however, suggests that another misunderstanding had occurred, and 
SHUKDSVQRWVROHO\E\WKH³5HYLHZLQJ´FROXPQLVW:LONHUVRQKDGSUDLVHGWKHIDQ
magazines for their potential to build box office and stars: this was his justification for 
inaugurating their survey. But fan magazines did not exist to sell Hollywood but to 
sell themselves, and sometimes ± from 1914 onwards - this involved peddling gossip 
items that would attract publicity through scandal-piqued curiousity rather than any 
more wholesome emotion. 
 
1RQHRIWKHSLHFHVGXEEHGE\WKH5HYLHZHUWREHLQ³EDGWDVWH´VHULRXVO\VXJJHVWHG
the star in focus was wicked, or had done anything criminal or immoral: Charlie 
Chaplin, at worst, it was implied, preferred inexperienced co-stars, and was ruthless in 
dismissing actors once they became more worldly-wise. Garbo and Durante were 
mocked for physical attributes, Morley for pretension ± and that by an author who 
could not hide her own animus against the star. Joan Crawford suffered the worst 
treatment in the article on her, because the author did not take the trouble, or perhaps 
know how, to soften her direct quotes, parse her harsh self-indictments into smoother, 
PRUHIODWWHULQJFRQIHVVLRQVRIWULYLDOIODZV%XWQRZKHUHLQWKH³5HYLHZLQJ´
FROXPQ¶VWZHOYHPRQWh survey does there appear an article that would seem to justify 




While, then, the Reviewer occasionally accused the fan magazines of publishing 




cancellation, Wilkerson denounced the contents of the curreQWPRQWKV¶SHULRGLFDOV











 +ROO\ZRRG([SHULHQFHV¶ with Eva Beryl Tree detailing to Harry Lang her 
 H[SHULHQFHVZKLOHWU\LQJWRUHPDLQFKDVWHZKLOHEUHDNLQJLQWRWKHPRYLHV>«@
 and one of the most inexcusably vicious stories we have ever read,  µ+RZ
 /RQJ:LOO+ROO\ZRRG3URWHFW+DUORZ"¶93 
 
This piece on Jean Harlow, the fallout from which has been carefully detailed by 
Mary R. Desjardins,94 clearly did go beyond the bounds of an error in taste, 
UHKHDUVLQJDV³7UDGHYLHZV´QRWHV³ZLWKOHHULQJLQVLQXDWLRQVDOORIWKHJRVVLSLWLV
possible to print regardinJKHUSULYDWHOLIH´95 Whether or not it actually was an 
infamous as The Hollywood Reporter claimed ± Harlow does not appear to have sued 
the magazine for libel ± the item can clearly be seen to more sensationalist than any 
published in the previous year, when the Reviewing column was operating. It should 
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EHQRWHGKRZHYHUWKDW³5HYLHZLQJ´KDGGLVDSSHDUHGWKHPRQWKEHIRUHWKHModern 
Screen August issue was published; Wilkerson could not claim he had killed off the 
column because of this specific issue. Yet, as has been explored, none of the contents 
RIWKH\HDU¶VZRUWKRILVVXHVVXUYH\HGPDWFKHGWKH+DUORZSLHFHIRUVXJJHVWLYHQHVV
When assistant editor Frank Pope concluded his July 3 denunciation of the fan 




A return to the front pages of The Hollywood Reporter clarifies whDWWKHVH³SUHVHQW
FRQGLWLRQV´ZHUHLOOXPLQDWLQJZK\:LONHUVRQDQG3RSHVXGGHQO\IHOWWKHQHHGWR
become hypercritical of the fan magazines, and move to dissociate The Hollywood 
Reporter from them. Reviewing the topical context in which they denounced Modern 
Screen, Motion Picture, Photoplay, and their ilk, points towards an alternative 
motivation for the repudiation of the magazines for which they called, other than the 
PDJD]LQHV¶VXSSRVHGEUHDFKHVRIJRRGWDVWH 
 
Examining the front page of The Hollywood Reporter from May 1934 onwards 
UHYHDOVERWKWKHHVFDODWLRQRIWKHPRYHPHQWWRFOHDQXSWKHPRYLHVDQG:LONHUVRQ¶V
growing awareness of the serious impact this might have on the film industry as a 
whole. Spread between the main headline stories, smaller items, and the editorial 
³7UDGHYLHZV´FROXPQWKHVWRU\RI+ROO\ZRRG¶VFDSLWXODWLRQWRWKH+D\V2IILFH
XQIROGHGDFURVVSUDFWLFDOO\HYHU\GD\¶VLVVXH2Q0D\WKHPDLQEDQQHUKHDGOLQH




mobilise to defend their pictures and themselves: 
 
 DEAR MR PRODUCER 
 This war DJDLQVWµILOWK\SLFWXUHV¶LVEHLQJIRXJKWRQHYHU\IURQW$1'<28
 MUST GET INTO ACTION.  
 If you are guilty of the charges (and we believe you are NOT) then clean your 
 house IMMEDIATELY. If you deny the guilt, then YOU MUST start a 
 campaign of your own and start it right now.98 
 
This pattern of a news item and its editorial gloss appearing on the same page 
continued on June 7, with a banner revealing that films by MGM producer Irving 
7KDOEHUJKDGEHHQVSHFLILFDOO\WDUJHWHGDVSUREOHPDWLF³7UDGHYLHZV´DJDin asked the 
industry what it was going to do about the dirt situation. The June 9 headline 
LQIRUPHGUHDGHUV³&DUGLQDO%DQV$OO3L[´99 stepping up the church protest against 
Hollywood by mandating all films be avoided, not just proscribed ones; by June 11 a 
small front page item detailed that a Congressman, Cannon of Wisconsin, had called 




editor he had been provided with a list of objectionable film material, rather than 
discovering problems himself,101 HYHQDVWKHPDLQKHDGOLQHSURFODLPHGWKHDFWRUV¶
IXU\DWEHLQJGHQRXQFHGE\&DQQRQ³$FWRUV5HVHQW6OXUV´102) On June 15 Wilkerson 
VXJJHVWHGLQ³7UDGHYLHZV´WKDWDURJXHEDQGRI³UDFNHWHHULQJH[KLELWRUV´PLJKWEH
responsible for the smut charges,103 while a smaller item reported the spreading of the 
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The following day, June 19, the effects of the clean-up campaign could be found all 
through The Hollywood Reporter, not just on its front page, though it was there too: a 
QHZVLWHPUHYHDOHGWKDWWKH-HZLVK&RQIHUHQFHKDGMRLQHG³WKHZDURQGLUW´106 while 
inside articles noted that the Hays Office was now demanding rewrites and reshoots 
of Born To Be Bad to remove objectionable material,107 and another item delivered 
WKHQHZVWKDWIURPQRZRQWKHERDUGRIGLUHFWRUVIRUWKH033'$ZRXOGEHWKH³ILQDO




appeared only 13 days before, and it was not therefore beyond possibility that it might 
be published again,109 the amount of attention being devoted to the clean-up campaign 
obviously impressed Wilkerson sufficiently to kill off the section. Abandoning the 
LGHDRIEODPLQJWKHLQGXVWU\¶VSUREOHPVRQ a band of rogue exhibitors, the editors had 
now found a new target: 
 
 Possibly the biggest contributing factor to all this censorship mess can be 
 found in the pages of fan magazines. There are today more than twenty 
 magazines of this type flourishing in this country and spreading the bad 
 word about Hollywood to hundreds of thousands of people. And the 
 people love it, take it as gospel truth, while picture companies seem to feel 
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 that the publicity gained from the pictures and interviews printed justifies the 
 means and the end.  
 
 Well, it begins to look as if the end were pretty much in sight and that the 
 busy censors are about to take care of it. In reading over some of the 
 statistics cited against the picture industry by prominent Church officials, it is 
 quite evident that they were gleaned from reading fan magazines.110 
 
7KH³SLFWXUHVDQGLQWHUYLHZV´FRPPHQWKHUHVHHPVWRKLQWDWWKHPDJD]LQHV¶XVHRI
candids and sensationalist copy that had exercised the trade press in 1933, while the 
reference to Church officials suggests the list of movie peccadillos that the Bishops 
had seen had been compiled, not from the movies themselves, but from the very 
magazines Wilkerson thought should be selling Hollywood, boosting its products. 
:KLOHWKH³7UDGHYLHZV´FRlumn, announcing the arrival of the new section in June 
KDGDVVHUWHG³0RWLRQSLFWXUHVQHHGIDQPDJD]LQHV´111 just over a year later, the 
situation of the industry had so changed that the same column now repudiated such 
publications: 
 
 There is practically nothing normal, nothing wholesome, nothing uplifting  in 
 fan magazines, and the whole industry would be a whole lot better off without 




This complete volte-face occurred at a time in which Hollywood anticipated 
significant threats to its freedom and profits, in light of the spreading religious 
ER\FRWWVWKHLPPLQHQFHRIWKH&RGHLPSRVLWLRQDQG-RVHSK%UHHQ¶VULVHWRSRZHU 
 
Wilkerson and Pope were by now urging Hollywood to offer up a whipping boy. By 
denouncing the movie magazines, the editors perhaps hoped the attention could be 
taken off motion pictures, and the cheap periodicals that reported on them would 
become subject to surveillance, even legislation, instead of the movies themselves. 
7KHFDQFHOODWLRQRIWKH³5HYLHZLQJ´FROXPQZDVQRWWKHQXOWLPDWHO\GXHWRPDJD]LQH
ORZVWDQGDUGVEXWWR:LONHUVRQ¶VQHHGWRGLVVRFLDWHKLPVHOIDQGZKDWKHZDQWHGWR
advance as his own legitimate publication, from those irreparably tainted. 
 
7KHLQLWLDOLQDXJXUDWLRQDQGILQDOFDQFHOODWLRQRIWKH³5HYLHZLQJ´FROXPQVHHP
therefore to be predicated on different assumptions about what the fan magazines 
were meant to do, to be: Wilkerson had originally hoped tKH\ZHUHWKHUHWR³VHOO
+ROO\ZRRG´DQGZKLOHWKHFROXPQ¶VVXUYHLOODQFHGLGQRWUHYHDOPXFKWRWKHFRQWUDU\
the changing industry context meant that by the time of its cancellation what the fan 
mags were, was a scapegoat. Ironically, while the fan magazines would go on to be 
subjected for a short while to close scrutiny, their writers reduced in numbers to a 
³:KLWH/LVW´113 of fifty approved scribes who could be counted on to write tastefully, 
movie periodicals would not thus be purged of salacious gossip or scandalous 
innuendo. The fan magazines soon reverted to business as usual - Modern Screen, 
VLQJOHGRXWIRU:LONHUVRQ¶VSDUWLFXODUFHQVXUHRYHULWV+DUORZDUWLFOHSHUKDSV
responded to his attack by featuring the star in a suggestive pose in its December issue 




Scandal clearly continued to sell, and periodicals continued to exploit this. Beyond 
the fan magazines, other movie publications persisted in printing material that was 
FOHDUO\GHYRLGRI³JRRGWDVWH´WRRDVZLWKWKLVWLWELW 
 
 Hear tell (in spite of Bob Montgomery's gay denials in the fan mags) that the 
 Montgomery divorce proceedings are a matter of moments. The situation has 
 reached the "settlement" stage²and it's quite a settlement, from what we 
 gather. Or maybe we should say, "from what Mrs. M. is going to gDWKHU>«@
 So either somebody has a very good lawyer or maybe somebody has a very 
 guilty conscience²or maybe the age of generosity is upon us!115 
 
7KHVRXUFHRIWKLVVO\SLHFHRIEDGWDVWH"³7KH/RZ'RZQ´FROXPQRIThe 
Hollywood Reporter, appearing on June 29, 1934: MXVWLVVXHVDIWHU:LONHUVRQ¶V











4 For example, contents from January 2, 1933, the first issue in the year that 
:LONHUVRQLQDXJXUDWHG³5HYLHZLQJ7KH)DQ0DJV´ZDVHQWLUHO\W\SLFDOZLWKLWVILUVW 
page providing stories on star-VWXGLRUHODWLRQV³'LHWULFK6XHG%\3DUD´³.DWKDULQH
+HSEXUQIRUµ/LWWOH:RPHQ¶´FRQWUDFWXDOGHDOLQJV³0HUY\Q/H5R\6LJQV1HZ
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:DUQHU'HDO´³5DGLR)UHHV2YLW]´WKHDWHUtransfers ³¶6LJQ2I&URVV¶0RYLQJ´
and even a heDOWKEXOOHWLQ³0*0)OX9LFWLPV´EHVLGHV:LONHUVRQ¶VRZQ
³7UDGHYLHZV´RQWKLVRFFDVLRQPXVLQJDERXWZKDWWKHQHZ\HDUZRXOGEULQJ7KHUHVW
of the eight-page issue comprised more studio news, along with gossip from The 
Rambling Reporter (2), advertising for forthcoming Paramount pictures, and the 
regular two-SDJHURXQGXSRI³3LFWXUHV1RZ6KRRWLQJ´-7), with the back page 
being used for overflow news and the latest from New York. 
5 ³¶9DULHW\¶6XHV&RDVW'DLO\2YHU$OOHJHG1HZV/LIWLQJ´Film Daily, January 6, 
6HHDOVR¶9DULHW\¶&KDUJHV+ROO\ZRRG'DLO\:LWK6WHDOLQJ,WV1HZV(DFK
:N´>VLF@Variety January 5, 1932: ³$ERXW1HZV/LIWLQJ´Variety, February 9, 
1932: 49; Ezra Goodman, The Fifty-Year Decline and Fall of Hollywood. New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 1961: 71. 
6 Goodman, 1961: 59. 
 
7
 ³*DPV± 8QGLHV,Q)DQ0DJV,UN+D\V´Variety September 3, 1930: 2. 
8
 ³)LOP6REELHV1RZ&RPSHWH:LWK6HHUV´Variety July 14, 1931: 2. 
9
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